flowing to the underground circuit breaker which was located
4,800 feet from the disconnecting switch.  Lambert then locked
the gate through which a person had to pass to close the discon-
necting switch, but Lambert violated the letter and spirit of
section 75.511 by placing the key to the lock behind a high-
voltage sign instead of retaining possession of the key to assure
that someone else did not know the hiding place of the key so as
to remove it from behind the high voltage sign for the purpose of
entering the area where the disconnecting switch was located.

If Lambert had kept the key in his possession, as was in-
tended by Congress when it drafted section 75.511, Lambert would
have been unable to call Steerman later in the morning for the
purpose of asking Steerman to reenergize the circuit breaker.
Since Steerman did not participate in the locking out of power
to the circuit breaker, Badger's argument is flawed in contending
that Lambert and Steerman complied with the spirit, if not the
letter, of section 75.511, because both of them were among the
"persons" who locked out the power for the purpose of working on
the circuit breaker.

The second point which is important is that, after lunch,
when Lambert returned underground to work on the circuit breaker,
he asked Steerman to stay near the telephone which was close to
the disconnecting switch in the substation so that Lambert could
give Steerman instructions as to when Lambert wanted the circuit
breaker energized and when he wanted it deenergized.  At that
point in Lambert's work on the circuit breaker, no person (in
the singular or plural) actually locked out the power because
Steerman did not consider it necessary to lock out the power
since he was within sight of the substation at all times (Find-
ing Nos. 5 and 6, supra) .  The only exception in section 75.511
to the requirement that the power be "locked out" is "* * *
where locking out is not possible".  Since Lambert had locked
out the power in the first instance before going underground on
the morning of September 20, there is no doubt but that the dis-
connecting switch was capable of being locked out.  Therefore,
Lambert and Steerman clearly violated section 75.511 when
neither one of them locked out the power in the afternoon when
Lambert returned underground to work on the circuit breaker.
As a matter of fact, section 75.511 does not specifically refer
to the reclosing of the switch or the reenergizing of equipment.
The last sentence of section 75.511 refers only to the fact that
the persons who install the locks or tags shall be the persons
who remove the locks or tags.

For the reasons given above, I- find that the preponderance
of the evidence supports a finding that Badger violated section
75.511.  Since I have found that Badger violated section 75.511
by failing to lock out the power to the circuit breaker, it is
actually unnecessary for me to decide the arguments about

903e' else, to reenergize
